commonsensical national narrative of "us" -is vital, and especially in times of conflict, if journalism is to fulfill its democratic commitment of enabling an understanding of the issues in more complex, inclusive and moral ways. Estrangement describes the process or act that endows an object or image with strangeness; the replacement of the familiar by the strange (Shklovsky, 1991) . It is a discursive and aesthetic technique -removing objects from the automatism of perception (Shklovsky, 1991) by making them strange. But it is, fundamentally, also a moral project. The act of distancing the familiar clarifies values and decenters our consciousness (Bogdan, 1992) . And while,
as Gilroy (2004, p. 78) argues, it "cannot guarantee undistorted perception of the world," estrangement "can still be used to show where overfamiliarity enters and taken-for-grantedness corrupts."
However, estrangement has explosive potential; it can trigger instabilities, tensions, and considerable vulnerability, the case of the Abu-Ghraib photos being a vivid example. The images of the practices of US military personnel in the hidden worlds of Iraqi jails, invited, perhaps forced viewers to see the familiar and commonsensical -our upstanding and humane soldiers -as alien and strange: "our boys" as capable of evil. The photographs were extremely disturbing and unsettling to the Western imagination.
Thus, for the media to engender effective estrangement -encourage a selfreflexive process of introspection and critical discussion -they must constantly strive for the cultivation of proper distance, both close and far, from ourselves. This is not to imply that journalists should give their audiences only what they can immediately digest; the very essence of estrangement is that it destabilizes consciousness. But reporting, especially in war, should also reassure, and at times, console.
How can the media engender effective estrangement at times of conflict? In today's competitive and complex media environment, visibility is substantially expanded: we can access more stories, from more sources, potentially acquiring different visions and achieving distance from the "sphere of consensus" which often governs the national public sphere in time of war. A 2 fundamental aspect of this "new visibility" (Thompson, 2005) is the ability to have alternative visions of the other and see "the enemy" in its humanity. The online documentary series Hometown Baghdad, for example, relates the stories of young Iraqis and their daily struggles to survive under the American occupation. The series destabilizes commonsensical perceptions of the other as depraved, violent, and evil, and as such constitutes a powerful intervention in American national consciousness. Similarly, the visibility of Palestinian suffering during the second Intifada, through regular interviews on prime-time Israeli television, encouraged a more reflexive view of the "other" than the narrative that had governed earlier decades and excluded such images from national screens (Liebes and Kampf, 2009 ).
Another way of engendering estrangement that is becoming central in contemporary mediated wartime, is seeing how others see us. We are increasingly exposed to multiple storytellers relating our story: from international networks and foreign newspapers to bloggers and citizen journalists. As I have shown elsewhere (Orgad, 2008) , international networks provide a potent means through which viewers can gain different visions of their country. During and after conflicts, particularly in small-medium democratic countries, the question of "how the world sees us" is thoroughly discussed in national media (e.g. France and Spain, see Orgad, 2008) . For the first 12 days of the war, the IDF banned correspondents from crossing into the Gaza Strip, defying a Supreme Court order to let in a pool of reporters. Correspondents were herded onto a designated hill, overlooking the territory, away from the fighting, which frustrated and angered international news organizations. While some pictures were coming out of Gaza from news agencies, such as Reuters and AP, and from networks whose reporters were in place before the war started (e.g. Al Jazeera, the BBC), most reporters were restricted to the Israeli side of the border.
The decision to ban the media from entering Gaza was largely a reaction to Israel's experience in the 2006 Lebanon war when reporters had almost unfettered access to the front lines and were able to project, in real time, pictures from the battlefields. It was claimed that this helped Hezbollah, confused and destabilized the home front, and put soldiers' lives at risk. Thus, the IDF's decision to ban the media from Gaza went largely unchallenged by the Israeli public and reporters, notwithstanding the harsh criticism it engendered among foreign correspondents and countries. While a sentiment of "who cares what the world says" seems to have prevailed among the Israeli public, how the world saw "us" did matter. Discussions in the mainstream Israeli media included ongoing references to international media coverage and to "how we are seen by the world".
The following analysis discusses news pieces broadcast on Israel's two commercial television stations -Channel 2 and Channel 10 -from the beginning of the war to January 19, 2009, two days after the ceasefire came into effect. The 12 news items that were analyzed do not constitute a complete or representative sample of all reports that discussed international coverage of the war, however, they are illustrative of how the Israeli media interpreted foreign coverage, and shed light on the opportunities and limits to watching how others watch us.
ANALYSIS: GLIMPSES OF ESTRANGEMENT IN A SPHERE OF CONSENSUS
One item was broadcast on Channel 10 on the second day of the war; however, most of the rest were broadcast after the shelling of the UN school in the Jabaliya refugee camp on January 6, 2009, in which, according to UN reports, 43 Palestinian civilians, mostly children, were killed. This event sparked international condemnation and increasingly critical media coverage of Israel's military operation.
In all the reports analyzed, reference to international -mainly American and European media and Al Jazeera -was made in the context of discussing the Israeli government's public diplomacy ("Hasbara") efforts to cope with the images being shown on foreign networks. All the reports incorporated footage from foreign channels' coverage and/or showed the front pages of foreign newspapers. The footage was often accompanied by voiceovers paraphrasing the content, and sometimes by Hebrew subtitles.
Estrangement
I want briefly to highlight three strategies of estrangement which recurred in the news reports' treatment of international coverage. These are discursive and visual techniques that invite de-familiarization and invoke distance from the way in which events commonly were presented by the mainstream national media.
1 It is important to note, however, that the distinctions among these strategies are merely analytical; their manifestation in the news reports is more messy and harder to distinguish. Also, as I argue later, these elements of estrangement in the reports, existed in constant tension with elements of attachment -ways in which international coverage was used to reproduce and reinforce the familiar, dominant narrative. (see Liebes and Kampf, forthcoming) . Overturning commonsensical roles can create surprise and distance, and demand reflection. It can trigger a call to acknowledge the far more complex and painful reality of war, to admit the human suffering of "our enemy" and to force a recognition of our part in it and our responsibility for its alleviation. 
USE OF ALTERNATIVE VOCABULARY
Another way in which the use of international coverage introduces the possibility for estrangement is in exposing viewers to a fundamentally different vocabulary to describe events, from the language they would normally be exposed to. This occurred most vividly after the shelling on January 6 of the UN school. Israeli reports showed international footage of wounded children and dead bodies described by foreign correspondents as "Carnage in Gaza"
(Sky News, in Channel 2's report on January 11), "Gaza Offensive" (CNN, in Channel 2's report on January 11); "Panic and chaos and many bodies" (Sky News, in Channel 10's report on January 10); "School Slaughter" (front page of the Irish Independent, in Channel 10's report on January 10), and "murderer…genocide…real massacre" (Hugo Chavez on Venezuelan television, in Channel 10's report on January 8). This contrasts with the major Israeli media's embrace of the IDF narrative, which described the shelling as a response to Hamas launching attacks from the school compound (Keshev, 2009b) , and used words such as "bombing," "attack," and "hit," (my translation) to describe Israel's actions. The international version of events was largely rejected in mainstream media coverage (Keshev, 2009b) , but presenting viewers with international coverage using a radically different vocabulary and offering a fundamentally different interpretation of the event,
was a potentially important intervention in the national commonsensical narrative. It demands some questioning, however limited, of our version. And it highlights the vulnerability of our truth: we are forced to realize that our story is less stable than we had believed, and to consider, even momentarily, alternative explanations. footage from Al Jazeera explaining that the images were too difficult to watch.
The editorial decision to blur parts of the international footage denied Israeli viewers from seeing pictures they otherwise cannot or did not want to see.
While some would argue that this decision was grounded in an awareness of viewers' moral sensibilities, it can be seen equally as an act of denial, contributing to a sanitization of war. Rarely are the spokespersons criticized, rather, this self-referential practice works to reinforce the Israeli public's conviction in Israel's just war and reassure them that Israel's public diplomacy is successful.
WATCHING OURSELVES ON OTHERS' SCREENS

CONCLUSION: STRIVING FOR EFFECTIVE ESTRANGEMENT
"Journalism never stands entirely outside the community it reports on" (Schudson, 2002, p. 43 ) and clearly, should not be expected to do so. At the same time, a proper degree of distance from events, particularly in time of crisis, is vital. The ability to see how others picture us in times of crisis, when visions that differ from the dominant national narrative are scarce and difficult to accept, presents an important opportunity for gaining this pivotal distance.
Yet as the analysis of the Israeli media's treatment of international coverage of the Gaza war has shown, realizing this opportunity is far from simple or straightforward.
In an attempt to consider ways that reporting can better realize the potential 
Notes
1 Surely, claims about the meanings of these news reports should be complemented by research into audiences' reception and the meanings they make of these texts. This investigation is beyond the scope of this article.
